E13 Q[

Januaty 5, 2012

Mr. Garth Koller - Principal Planner
CITY OF SAN MARCOS

1 Civic Center Drive

San Marces, Callfornia 92069

RE: Comments on Draft EIR and Generai Plan Update Document

Dear Garth:

[ just have a couple of brief comments.

E13-1

E13-2

E13-3

1) EIR-Appendix D-1 -- Table D-1 (San Marcos Focus Areas): for Focus Area 28 in the GPLU
column it should read “SPA (LI/C/MHDR/OS)". This will make it consistent with Focus Area
11in the same Table as well as with the wording for CA 7 and POA 19 in the General Plan
Document, It was Ll that was approved, not BP,

2.} EIR~General Plan Land Use Map — Figure 2.0-3: there is no Land Use Type color designator
for Focus Areas 11/28 and 29. Please color them to be consistent with the land uses called
out in the GPLU column of Table D-1 of Appendix D-1.

3.} General Plan Update Document: for POA 20-23 the words “up to” should be deleted. This
property has always been designated for 83 units, No variation from this amount was ever

discussed at any of the meetings or workshops.

Thank you for your time and attention to my comments.

—

Sincerely, ; ——
)
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Stefhen A, Bleri
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E13 Stephen Bieri

E13-1 This comment requires further response from the City. This response will be provided by
1/17/2011 and will be included in the final version of this Response to Comments

Appendix.

E13-2 Focus Areas 11, 28, and 29 are designated as Specific Plan Areas (SPA) and are therefore
shown on Figure 2.0-3 in the color designated for SPAs. No changes to Figure 2.0-3 have

been made.

E13-3 Discussions regarding PO 20-23 in the Draft General Plan have been revised to modify
the language from “up to 89 units” to “maximum of 89 units”. Due to physical constraints
on the site, it is unknown whether the area can yield all 89 units. This language allows
flexibility in the event that 89 units cannot be achieved.
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E14
Kiss, Lisa
From: Barry, Robert [Robert.Barry@sdcounty.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2012 5:06 PM
To: Kiss, Lisa
Subject: LAFCO comments on the Drafl PE!R for the City of San Marcos General Plan Update
City of San Marcos

Altn: Garth Koller c/o Lisa Kiss, Planning Division
1 Civic Center Drive
San Marcos, CA 92069

Mr. Koller,

Thank you for providing the San Diego LAFCO with the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft PEIR for the City of
San Marcos General Plan Update.

The City of San Marcos General Ptan Update does not appear to include changes (expansions/contractions) to the San
Marcos Planning Area. If changes to the San Marcos Planning Area are proposed in the General Plan Update, these
changes may require subsequent action{s) by LAFCQ Involving revisions or a comprehensive update to the City's
adopted sphere of influence; therefore, any such changes should be identified and discussed in the Draft PEIR.

The Draft PEIR dees not identify any propused changes to the existing San Marcos Planning Area that may potentially
affect the adopted sphere of influence for the City of San Marcos; therefore, San Diego LAFCO has no additional
comments on the draft document.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
E14-1

rwwuett Barry, AICP

San Diego LAFCO

9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200
San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 614-7788

hitp:/fwww .sdlafco.org
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E14 San Diego LAFCO, Robert Barry

E14-1 Comment noted. No further response required.
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E15 23

s el Twin Oaks Valley
Nty Community Sponsor Group

) | |
P.0. Box 455 San Marcos, Ca. 92079
January 5. 2012
RECEIVED
City of San Marcos JAN U9 201

: MK ACUS
(L PLANNING DIVISION

Dear Mr Kohler,

Thank you very much for this opportunity to comment on the proposcd San Marcos
General Plan and DEIR, These are very detailed and complex documents and due to time
constraints we have had to keep our comments limited. It is really too bad that those who
could not access the document on the website and therefore are dependant on the County
E15-1 library may only have a more limited 30-day review period due to the restricted library hours
and holidays. These documents are too complex for the average person to review in that
amount of time. It would have been a more publicly accessible document if it had been
released so the review period didn’t overlap the Thanksgiving, Christmas and New Years
holidays when many people are busy with families or out of town.

Although we felt the General Plan is lacking in several ways we find it is a refreshing
change from the old General Plan, creating in the carly 1980s. So much has changed,
According Lo the research by True North Research. Inc. for 2009, when presented with a
series of enviromnental inititives that could be considered by the City, 90% of thosc policd
selected acquiring and preserving additional natural open space as being important
(Attachment 1. Page b from report preprared by True North Research, inc, 2009 for
City of San Marcos General Plan)

Open space, considered in the old General Plan as “underutilized land™, is now seen as an
E15-2 amenity -something of value, Since the 1980s San Marcos, due 1o rapid growth, has lost
many of its open space lands leaving the remaining lands fragmented and degraded. The joy
of good planning is that it can eventually fix some of the problems previously created. 1 15
not easy and 11 may take several generations but it is possible. Brown fields can become
green fields with open space parks. Take tor example, the Baldwin Hills Scenic Overlook in
Los Angles.  This formerly degraded spent oil field is now a treasured open space park.
Recent revegetation has resulied in some of the naive wildlife returning 1o the site.
Restoration of damaged habitat is good, but it 1s much less costly to preserve nature than it is
to restore it ‘

Because both documents are related we will trv to indicate with each comment if it is for one
or both documents. For the record, although the Summary states, © ... Ciny of San Marcos
Imitiated a collaborative program to complele a comprehensive update of its General Plan ™,
E15-3 | the Twin Oaks Valley Sponsor Group, a citizens advisory group appointed by the County
Board of Supervisors, was not invited to be involved in the General Plan Advisory
Committee. That is unfortunate when you consider there are members the Sponsor Group
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E15 Twin Oaks Valley Community Group, Gil Jemmott

Note: The author of this letter references six different attachments. These attachments were not
included with the comment letter. The City has requested them from the author, but has not
received them yet. As such, responses to the attachments are not included in the responses to

comments below.

E15-1 Comment noted. The City acknowledges that the timing of the document release was
inopportune and apologizes for the inconvenience; however, the City did comply with the
legal requirements for public review of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA.

E15-2 Comment noted. No new questions or new information regarding the environmental
analysis within the Draft EIR were raised; therefore, no further response is required.

E15-3 At the onset of the General Plan update, the City Council appointed a representative from
every community, including Twin Oaks Valley. to serve on the General Plan Advisory
Committee (GPAC). Over the life of the project, there have been 24 GPAC meeting, all
of which were open to the public and announced on the General Plan project website in
advance of the meeting. All agendas and items discussed during these meetings are
posted on the project’s website at http://www ourcityourfuture.com/general-plan-

advisory-committee.
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E15-3
Cont.

E15-4

E15-5

E15-6

E15-7

who have over ten years experience with the County’s General Plan. We do, however,
appreciate Staff informing us of the GPAC meetings and taking time to meet with members
of the sponsor group towards the end of the process. T would like to say that [ often agreed
with Staff over the recommendations of the GPAC committee. especially with Staff’s
recommendations for areas along the SR78 corridor. Sadly, it appears that the DEIR failed to
address several of the comments to the NOP from the County, the Twin Quk Valley
Community Sponsor Group, or the Wildlife Agencics.

About 10 years ago, when the general plan was being updated, we requested that a
rollback of the sphere of influence to the then current city boundaries be studied. Richard
Gittings, who was the city manager at the time, said that the planning had progressed (oo far
for this to be done, but that this would be included in the next general plan update

In our Tetter responding to the most recent NOP, we asked that one of the alternatives
to the General Plun show the roll back of the San Marcos Sphere of Tnfluence (SOIJ to the
City's current boundary and idemtify the associated environmental impacts, This valid project
alternative was AGAIN not studied and we ask that the FIR be withdriwn and revised to
include this analysis. Waiting another 10 years is unacceptable.

We believe that removing the impacts associated with the implementation of the
General Plan 0 ovr planning arca would reduce the cumulative negative environmental
impacts for both those impacts in the City of San Marcos and those in the unincorporated SO1
{sphere of influence). We ask that all land ose designations for the City of San Marcos in the
SOI areas match the land vse designation of the recently adopted County General Plan. As
we will discuss later in our comments there are arcas where the City's land use under ii's
General Plan is dramatically different and will have significantly more negative impacts
(under CEQAj than the County’s designation.

Unlortunately. there has been a lengihy and troubled history between the Twin Oaks
community and the City of San Marcos regarding problems associated with the old General
Plan and its nutdated land use designations. This is especially frue in Jight of the fact that
some of the new planning logic 1s left put of the new version of the General Plan. 1f
impiemented, the proposad General Plan would significuntly impact the Twin Oaks Valley
Community planning area and other SO areas of the adopted North County Metro General
Plan/ County General Plan.

Much of the Twin Qaks Planning Area is within the SOI of the City of San Marcos.
We notice that throughout the General Plan and DEIR there wre discusstons regarding
planning for the SO arcas and yet several of the maps do not show the resources or
constraints within the SOl areas. Ior instance, Figure 4-2/ 3.4-4 Wildlife Corridor and
Linkage shows no wildlife corridors outside the City limits and yet there is wildlife present
and there are recognized wildlife corridors within the portion of our planning area that is
within the City’s SOI. This same observation can be made regarding Fgure 3.1-1, Figure 4-
3/4.3-2 Open Space Areas and Figure 4-5 Scenie Resources. In addition, San Mareos Creck
and its tributaries along the northemn portions of Twin Oaks Valley Road and along Deer
Springs Roud as well as, Buena Creek and their tributaries didn’t appear to be included on
Figure 4-8 in either the Draft General Plan or DEIR. These water courses should be included
because inappropriate planning it the SOI could significantly impact these creeks, Also

2
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E15-4

E15-5

E15-6

E15-7

The City considered all comments received during preparation of the Draft EIR,
including those received on the NOP in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15084(c).

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of
the alternatives.” The emphasis is added to stress that the alternatives analysis should
look for ways to further mitigate the effects of the project. Thus, the selection and
analysis of project alternatives presented in this section do not include any alternatives
that assume intensification of development bevond that associated with the General Plan.
The suggested alternative was not analyzed in the Draft EIR because it would not reduce
significant environmental impacts of the Project (Draft General Plan). Growth and
development would continue to occur within City limits and the unincorporated areas
within the County’s jurisdiction. It is unclear how limiting the planning area to remove
the unincorporated area with the SOI would lessen significant environmental impacts of
the implementing the Draft General Plan.

As described in Section 3.10.2, LAFCO regulates local agency boundary changes
including annexation of unincorporated land into incorporated cities. Because these areas
are not yet under the jurisdiction of San Marcos, the land use designations within the SOI
do not have to match the General Plan land use designations for these areas. Please refer
to Section 3.10.4 of the Draft EIR for a comparison between the County of San Diego
General Plan land uses with the proposed land uses set forth in the San Marcos General

Plan.
Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment E15-7 below.,

The Draft EIR examines impacts' to the planning area as a whole, including both the areas
within the corporate city limits and the Sphere of Influence (SOI), as identified in Section
2.2 of the Draft EIR. It is correct that some of the maps included in the General Plan and
EIR limit resources shown to those within the corporate city boundary, while others
include resources within the SOI as well. Where data is available, the City will revise the
General Plan and EIR maps to show resources within the SOL
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included in the planning should be drainage areas that may be outside of the SOI but drain
directly into the SOI creeks and flood plains since these upland areas can carry significant
E15-7 | pollutants and siltation into waterways. If the General Plan identifies and discusses the SOI
Cont. | areas then the resources, and impacls to resources, of the SOI areas should also be discussed
and identified in the written portion and the corresponding Figures.

Comments to DEIR, 1.1 Purpose of the Program EIR:

There is an inherent problem with Program EIRs. They need to be general because
projects haven’t come forward with detail necessary to foresee all or sometimes even some of
the impacts. Yet we know there will be impacts. San Marcos has had explosive growth since
E15-8 | the 1980s and evidence of both good and bad land use decisions provide opportunities for
study and reflection. Because we now have examples of how past land use through the vld
General Plan has impacted the community we have the tools needed to be mare specific and
iess peneral in both the DEIR and General Plan. Below are (hree examples.

Iz San Marcos has many off ramps and on ramps to SR78. This is convenient,
but during peak tratfic hours, the far right lanes of SR 78, especially castbound, {unction
more as extensions of the on and oft ramps than actual thru wavel lanes. In these arsas.
people are trying to merge onto the freeway in a very short distance, while other commuters
are desperately trying to get off the freeway. 1t creates a dangerous situation, It also, reduces
the capacity of SR7R hecanse the waffic in the right hand lane must travel at reduced speeds
to secommodate all the added activity of vehicles trying to get on and off the freeway. Tt
creates a domino effect, reducing wratfic specds and adding congestion through San Marcos.
We would appreciate a discussion in either the General Plan or DEIR that addressees the
impacts the General Plan will huve regarding this specific issue and how it will be mitigated.
As San Marcos grows this problem will get worse. [he General plan should detail the design
changes and land use changes that will help fix this problem. This is an important issuc for
Twin Onks because commulters trying o bypass {he congestion in San Marcos use Buena
Creek Road. We don’t believe that the Las Posas Road connection to Buena Creek Road will
correct this issue because the SR78 / Las Posus Road connection design for the east bound on
ram and off ramp is so confusing and because it is too close to the Rancho Santa Fe on ramp.

E15-9

2 Additional detail is need to assure proper wildlife comidors are provided
around roadways. It is commonly known that adequate wildlife undercrossings under
roadways are important to protect not only wildlife but also people. Large animals such as
mule deer and mountain lwns can do & lot of damage to vehicles dnd potentially passengers
when collisions oeccur.  We know wildlife undercrossings are important for safcty. The
knowledge exists to design undercrossings to work properly. This information is available
through numerous studies, the Wildlite Agencies, the Biological Goals and Guidelines of the
MHCP and other sources. Sadly, due to the very high mortality rate of wildlife along Twin
Qaks Valley Road between Cal State San Marcos and San Eljjo Road after the road was
opened, we know what happens when either no undercrossing or an insufiicient or badly
designed undercrossing 1s binlt.  Since the road crosses and obstructs a known wildlife
corridor, the outcome was predicable.  Therefore, the General Plan and DEIR should discuss
this issuc and under Goals and Policies discuss what measures will be used to allow wildlife

to move through the open space safely

E15-10
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E15-8

E15-9

E15-10

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comments E15-9 though E15-12.

See Response E6-3 related to operations along SR-78. It should be noted that the General
Plan supports RTP policies related to auxiliary lanes and other planned improvements
along the SR-78 corridor. Additionally, the General Plan contemplates additional
capacity over SR-78 to provide better connectivity for the City which should assist in
some improvements to the interchanges. Additionally, the City is working with Caltrans,
including collection of fees for improvements to SR-78, which will provide
improvements along the corridor. It should be noted that, given the general nature of the
General Plan, specific improvements to interchanges has not been identified. However,
the City, in cooperation with SANDAG and Caltrans. will continue to investigate and
identify improvements along this corridor through the required Caltrans Project

Development process.

The Conservation and Open Space Element includes a discussion of wildlife corridors
and habitat linkages throughout the planning area. General Plan Policies COS-1.1, COS-
1.2, and COS-1.3 aim to support and enhance signiticant ecological and biological
resources within San Marcos and its adaptive Sphere of Influence, including wildlife
corridors and habitat linkages. Policies COS-2.1 and COS-2.2 aim at protecting open
space from conversion to urban uses. Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR also includes a
discussion and analysis of impacts on wildlife corridors. Mitigation Measures BR-3 and
BR-5 would be implemented to mitigate impacts related to wildlife corridors and habitat
linkages, as discussed in Sections 3.4.5 and 3.4.6 of the EIR.
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E15-11

E15-12

E15-13

E15-14

E15-15

2
3 A final example would be the need for residential planning in steep slope 2\—/
arcas that so that it does not increase the failure of the slope. We know that much of San
Mareos has a thin layer of topsoil overlaid on an easily fractured rock base. Cuts into this
rock face, exposing it to wind and water through participation cause the rock to erode.
eventually breaking free and falling. Without topsoil, there is little that will grow to protect
the rock face from eroding further, We see evidence along the slopes at the base of the south
side of Owens Peak. Here the rock has fallen into back yards and in some spots chain link
fence is used to hold the hillside. Attempts to vegetate these areas are problematic. We think
it would be good for the General Plan and DEIR to discuss this issuc and have goals and
policies to prevent inappropriate cuts to hillsides that create or accentuate this problem. We
ask that a policy be added to the Conservation And Open Space Element/ Protecting Scenic
Resources and Landform Features Goal COS-3, Protect natural {opography to preserve and
enhance the natural beauty of San Marcos that states: “Discourage grading that leaves large
cxposed rock faces and allow grading that is in harmony with the natural topography of the
area.

‘Therefore, aithough this is a Program EIR we believe that when there is evidence of
mpacts, from implementation of past prajects under the existing General Plan, these mpacts
are now considered foreseeable they should be studied m context to the land use changes
auder the proposed General Plan, A jurisdiction cannot hide under the skuit of a Program
EIR when it is foresccable that the implementation of the General Plan will have impacts
made known through the outcome of past projects. We don’t think the DEIR has met the
criteria under CEQA “to identifv the significant effeces on the enviremmvens of u profect, ta deatifs
alternatives to the prafect, and to lndicate Hie manner inwhich those signiiican! oifects can b
mitisated or aveided” (Public Resources Code Section 21002 1 faf). "

Comments to Section 3.10 Land Use And Planning

Noted on 3.10-2, Table 2.10-1, Existing Land Use Acreage, 2009, is that San Marcos
has 1 1.8% or 2.299 acres of the total 21,161 acres of'it’s planning arca in Open Space {parks
and conservation). Since this figure includes the 5,629 acres of unincorporated land within
the City’s SOL we would like to know how much of the 11.8% open space is within the SOI?
Also, how much of this SOl is within the Twin Oaks Valley Planning Area.

Comments to College Area Neighborhood and Specific Plan Areas.

A portion of the College Area Neighborhood and one SPA, the San Marcos Highlands
SPA is in the SOI of the Twin Oaks Community Planning Area. This arca was designated as
an SPA in 199]. encompasses approximately 297 acres and given a density based upon
planning logic that was common at that time. Since then many things have changed hoth in
our knowledge of good land use planning and govermmental regulations. Theretore this SPA
along with other older SPA need to be evaluated under what is now known and the guiding
principals of the proposed General Plan. The impuacts of these projects need to be discussed n
the DEIR. This has not been done.

The Highlands SPA land use designation is in conflict with the County's land use
designation. The County’s designation is 1 du per ten acres under the adopted General Plan
and the rational for this designation is attached. Attachment 2; County assessmernt of San
Marcos Highlands for General Plan) 1n the previous General plan the density and level of

4
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E15-11 The General Plan includes Policy COS-3.3 within the Conservation and Open Space

Element which indicates that the City will continue to work with new development and
redevelopment project applicants in designing land use plans that respect the topography,
landforms, view corridors, wildlife corridors, and open space that exists. In addition,
Implementation Program COS-1 requires the City to continue to enforce the Ridgeline
Ordinance which was established to minimize the physical impacts to ridgelines and
hillsides. Further, the City has established a Ridgeline Overlay Zone, and requires a
Ridgeline Development Permit (“RDP™) to be approved by the City Planning
Commission for two (2) or more residential dwellings before any grading, construction or
development can occur within the Ridgeline Overlay Zone. As such, the City appreciates
the suggested policy language; however, it will not be added to the General Plan as
existing proposed policies and implementation programs encompass the intent of the
suggested language.

E15-12 The Program EIR for the proposed General Plan examines the changes from existing

conditions to a future expected development capacity pursuant to the proposed the
General Plan, and analyzes impacts based on this change. Past projects implemented
under the existing General Plan are assumed as part of the overall existing conditions and

~ are taken into account throughout the analysis within the EIR.

E15-13 Table 3.10-1 cites the correct number of existing open space acreage, which is 2,499

R

acres or 11.8 percent of the planning area. The planning area was examined as a whole
throughout the EIR and separate open space calculations were not provided by individual
neighborhood or differentiated between the corporate city boundary and the SOI for any
of the analysis in the EIR. No further response is required because this comment does not
raise a specific question regarding the environmental analysis in the EIR.

The San Marcos Highlands Specific Plan has been approved by the Planning Commission
and City Council and has met all entitlement requirements. The Specific Plan has
undergone previous environmental review in 1990 with certification of a Final
Environmental Impact Report and again in 1999 with certification of a follow-up
Mitigated Negative Declaration. These environmental documents provide project-specific
mitigation measures to reduce and mitigate impacts associated with the implementation
of the Specific Plan. However, the tentative map on file for this Specific Plan has expired
and no development has occurred in this area to date. At the time that a new tentative
map is presented to implement this Specific Plan, it will go through the appropriate
administrative review and taken before the Planning Commission for approval.

As shown in Appendix D-1 of the General the Draft EIR assumes 230 single-family in
the San Marcos Highlands Specific Plan Area. This is included in the expected
development capacity for the General Plan, as shown in Table 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR, and
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is therefore analyzed as part of the overall General Plan program assessed throughout the
document.

E15-15 See Response to Comment E15-14.
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E15-15
Cont.

E15-16

E15-17

E15-18

i,
impacts designation was much lower than under the SPA. The County’s designation was due :5
to the steep slopes and sensitive resources of the site. The arca is the headwaters of Agua

Hedionda Creek and shown as a Focused Planning Area in the Federal Register for the

MHCP. It is a recognized wildlife cornidor and a Pre Approved Mitigation Area for the

County’s North County MSCP. Due to the environmental constraints a proposed project for

the site, known as The San Marcos Highlands Project received strong objections from

governmental agencies including, the Department of Fish and Game, US Dept of Fish and

Wildlife, EPA, San Diego County DPLU and the Twin Oaks Valley Community Sponsor

Group. The portion of this SPA that is within the SOI of the Twin Oaks Planning Arca is

adjacent to rural low-density development and the implementation of the SP at the carrent
designation would divide the existing rural community that abuts the sitc on three sides.

This SPA is problematic and the issues are well documented in the comments to the
San Marcos Highlands, NMD, MND, SFIR, DFIR and these documents are incorporated by
reference into these comments. Attachment 3: Past comments from agencies We ask the
consultant preparing these documents review all biological documents and governmental
comments on file regarding The San Marcos Highlands Project Specific Plan and then
discuss these impacls within the context of the General Plan and EIR. [t appears this SPA
designation 1s in conflict with other elements goals and policies of the proposed General

Plan. The SPA density should be reconsidered since this General Plan is a “constitution for
future development” and clearly the Specific Plan for this site is problematie,

Comments to Surrounding Land Uses

For the unincorporated arcas adjacent to the City of San Marcos and in the SO please
include the land use designations and denlify cach parcel that is in Contlict with the County
General Plan. Please discuss how the DIER address impacts o surround unincorporated
communities. All impacts, not just those impacts (o current San Marcos residents need o be
identified. Because in some areas of the General Plan and DEIR 1s talks about planning o
the SO arcas while in other areas discussions are limmited to wathin the existing Cty Hmits 1t
is not clear if the DEIR has fully considered impacts of the proposed General Plan on SO1
und adjacent incorporated arcas. This claritication needs to be provided as part of this

decument

Comments to Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP)

Please discuss why the USF&WS and CDF&G have not approved the San Marcos Draft
Sub-area plan and discuss deficiencies and concemns raised by the Wildlife Agencics in the
response to comments to the Notice of Preparation for this General Plan. Please demonstrate
how the proposed San Mareos Subarea Plan, P.O. 20-23, also known as the Murai Propetty,
and lands with Vernal pools along Las Posas as well as other lands with sensitive resources
meets Biological Goals and Guidelines of the MHCP.
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E15-16 Please refer to Section 3.10.4 of the Draft EIR for a comparison between the County of
San Diego General Plan land uses with the proposed land uses set forth in the San Marcos
General Plan. The Draft EIR examines impacts to the planning area as a whole. This
includes the both the area within the corporate city limits and the sphere of influence, as
identified in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR.

E15-17 It is not the decision of USFWS or CDFG to approve the San Marcos Sub-area plan. This
comment requires further response from the City. This response will be provided by
1/17/2011 and will be included in the final version of this Response to Comments

Appendix.

CDFG was the only wildlife agency that submitted a comment letter during the NOP
comment period. The comments provided in that letter were considered in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(c).

E15-18 Please refer to Mitigation Measures BR-1. BR-2, BR-9 and BR-10 (BR-9 and BR-10
were previously numbered BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively, in Draft EIR) for measures to
ensure General Plan consistency with habitat conservation planning, including the
MHCP.
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E15-18

E15-20

E15-21

E15-22

Please show how the MHCP will link to Pre Approved Mitigation Areas in the a§
County within the Twin Oaks Planning Area and to arcas set aside for open space by the
County that may be impacted by the implementation of the proposed General Plan. For
example, the Tai Estates and recently approved Sugarbush TM (SP03-003-FEIR)
(Attachment 4: Aerial view of Sugarbush TM) set aside arcas for open space and a 500-
foot wide corridor to connect areas that abut the San Marcos Highlands SPA. It is important
to provide adcquate wildlife movement from the San Marcos Highlands SPA to other open
space areas to assure that cut-off areas of habitat are not created. This connection or
discussion of connections to neurby open space areas is not addressed in either the proposed
General Plan or DEIR.

The General Plan should address the orphaned properties within the City assocated
with the judgement on disposition of the The Environmental Trust Properties. (Attachment
5: aerial view with TET propertics near Owens peak) These properties were set aside
through the development phase. San Mareos has trails and access eusement across some of
the properties and they were included as part of the subarea plan for the MHUP, P Mountain,
shown on page 4-22 of the Conservation and Open Space Element is one of these propertics.
The maost recent information we have indicates that San Marcos declined o take position of
these properties. There is concern that these properties, now owned by the Stute, could be
striped ot their open space designation and sold for development. Considering the financiat
situation of the State of Califorma we are concerned this will likely happen, Both the
General Plan and DEIR should discuss the former TET properties, show their locations. and
address how they impact the San Marcos” subgrea plan for the MHCP. A discussion as 1o
their management should be included. This is an impartant issue for our planning arca, First,
because policies and actions by the City of San Marcos would dicectly impact our planning
area if we were o be annexed to the City i the future, Secondly, these propertics form part
of San Marcos MHCP subarea plan of lands through the San Marcos Mountains that need to
connect to the PAMA arcas of the North County MSCP,

Comments to 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(2050 RTP/SCS)

Please provide a graphic noting wlich arcas within the ety are within b4 mile
(average walking distance, not direct line point to point distance) w public transportation
facilitics and discuss how arcas outside walking distance will be served so that green-house
gases und air pollution will he reduced,  Deseribe what policies will be implemented to
reduce pollution from astomaobile taffic in the Twin Oaks Valley area and along SR78.

Comments regarding Division of an Established Community and
Conflict with an Adopted Land Use Plan

As previously discussed, the San Marcos Highlands SPA both divides the established rural

community that is to the north and north-west of Santa Fe Hills, and within the Twin Oaks
Valley Community Planning Area and conflicts with the County’s adopted land use plan.

Comments to 3.16 Transportation and Traffic

6
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E15-19 The intent of Figure 4-3 in the General Plan is to show the areas designated as Open
Space within the planning area. The City is aware of the County Preapproved Mitigation
Areas (PAMA) for the North County MSCP; however, Figure 4-3 will not be revised to
include these areas. Wildlife corridor linkages from San Marcos to surrounding
conservation areas are illustrated in Figure 3.4-4. Open space areas within the City that
demonstrate clear connections to surrounding adjacent areas are documented in Figure
3.4-2,

E15-20 The City acknowledges that the identified parcels are preserve areas and they will be
added to the Open Space map in the Final General Plan and EIR documents (Figure 4.3
in the General Plan and Figure 3.4-4 of the EIR). BY virtue of their open space
designation, development would not be allowed in these areas.

E15-21 Transit facilities, including the proposed shuttle system, are presented in the Mobility
Element. The General Plan also focuses a large percentage of growth in the core of San
Marcos with mixed use development, all in an attempt to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle
miles traveled, which is a precursor to greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, the
Mobility Element places a tremendous emphasis on complete streets, prioritizing
alternatives modes of travel, and promotes modes of travel other than the single occupant
vehicle. These policies include Policy M-1.3, M-1.4, M-1.6, M-1.7, and Policies M-3.1
through M-3.9.

E15-22 The San Marcos Highlands Specific Plan Area is currently vacant and provides no direct
access between the various residential developments surrounding the site. Development
of this area would not divide an established community.

San Marcos General Plan EIR 185 January 2012
Response to Comments



E15-23

E15-24

E15-25

E15-26

E15-27

E15-28

E15-29

As previously discussed, the numerous and closely spaced on and off ramps create
problems on SR78 and need to be addressed in the DEIR.

On page 3.16-32. It states, “Las Posas Road/SR-78 Westhound Ramps - PM Peak
Hour - The City is implementing flexible LOS standards at this intersection to reduce
impacts for pedestrians and bicycles through the corridor and minimize impacts to the urban
environment. Therefore, although it is congested during the PM peak hour, the project impact
is considered less-than-significant. “ Please describe how this will be done, What is a
flexible LOS standard?

It also states, “Bucna Creck Road/Twin Oaks Valley Road — AM and PM Peak Hours
- The impact is considercd significant and mitigation is required”. What mitigation will be
used and what impacts will it have on the Twin Oaks Valley Community Planning Arca?

On page 3.16-34&35, Table 3.16-7, Proposed General Plan Intersection Level of
service, scveral roads both within and adjacent to the Twin Oaks Valley Planning Area as
service level F both under existing and proposed vonditions. Clearly with over forty vears of
disclosure and mitigation under CEQA under our belts we would have not allowed this
stwation 10 oceur! The proposed General Plan would significantly add to the misery
commuters teel during evening commutes along Twim Oaks Valley Road at Borden Road and
Buena Creek Road. Please explain the factors that created this result and discuss if the
proposed General Plan will only add to the problem,

Table 3.16-8 Proposed General Plan Daily Roadway Volumes and Levels of Service
shows Twin Qaks Valley Road north of Windy Way to drop fraim LOS D w0 LOS E if the
proposed General Plan is implemented. How will this be mitigated”? We disapree with
SANDAG that LOS F s acceptable and believe when traflic does not move freely that it only
exacerbates green house gas cmissions, and noise problems and is harmiul to residents. The
impuet is not less than sigmificant 1f you just Jower the standards. Lowering standards to zet
compliance 18 not a good solution. Please explain how LOS is acceptable to commuters and
will help the City address Green House Gas and air pollution issues? Green house gases
caused by traffic congestion make population density, Circulation Element, and need to mect
reduce greenhouse gasses linked and should be addressed i the General Plan and DEIR,

Comments to the Conservation and Open Space Element

I both the General Plan and DETR there is an ervor in at least one of the wildhife
corridors. In Figure 4-2, Wildlite Corridor and Linkage doesn™t show a wildlife cormridor
along Agua Hedionda Creck. which is a recognized wildlife corridor. Instead the corridor is
shown along the San Marcos Mountains ridge. Animals using wildlife corridors tend to
follow creeks due to the presence of water, foraging opportunitics and cover supplied by the
riparian canopy. Not as many animals use ridgelines where there is little water, not much
food, and little cover from predators. Please refer to the MIICP Biological Goals and
Guidelines as well as documents from Wildlife Agencies and the EPA in response to the San
Marcos Highlands Project, DEIR, SEIR, MND, ND, ete. Also refer to the Agua Hedionda
Creek Management Plan.
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E15-23 Please see response E15-9.

E15-24 Policy M-1.4 of the Mobility Element describes this process, which is summarized

below:

The City shall allow for flexible LOS where warranted (e.g. accepting a lower LOS than
identified above). Warranted locations include those within the Urban Core of San
Marcos, or where widening is considered infeasible (financially or environmentally). The
City shall continuously update a list of protected locations where flexible LOS is
warranted, including Rancho Santa Fe Road (between Grand and Linda Vista, and
between Grandon Ave. and Security Place), and Twin Oaks Valley Road (north Windy

Way).
This policy is supported by the City desire to implement complete streets within the City.

E15-25 improvements to this location are summarized in Mitigation Measure TT-1. The
mitigation includes adding capacity to the eastbound approach to the intersection.

E15-26 Please see response 13-3 regarding impacts to county roads in this area. Mitigation
Measure TT-1 identifies improvements to intersections in this area to mitigate the project
impact, including the addition of an eastbound left-turn lane and some signal phasing
modifications. This mitigation measure will provide acceptable LOS and mitigate the
impact to a less than significant level. The reduced service levels are associated with

future growth along the corridor.

E15-27 LOS E for roadway segments represents “at capacity” operations. As such, the roadway
1s designed to accommodate the peak traffic characteristics and, because it will operate at
capacity, traffic will not be able to “move freely.” However, the flexible LOS standard
implemented in this area will protect some of the sensitive habitat in the area and will
enhance bicycle and pedestrian travel in the area by not allowing the roadway to become
widened. Additionally. when lane capacity is added, vehicle miles of travel typically
increases. thus increasing greenhouse gas emissions. The flexible LOS standard is
supportive of the City’'s complete streets policies and policies to promote alternative
modes of travel in the City.

E15-28 Refer to Response to Comment E15-27 for a discussion related to LOS standards.
Regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR provides a
complete discussion of GHG Emissions and analyzes impacts related to implementation
of the General Plan. Section 3.7.4 includes a quantitative analysis of construction and
operational GHG emissions associated with both mobile (i.e., traffic and transportation-
related) and stationary sources associated with implementation of the General Plan.
Section 3.7.5 contains program-level mitigation measures to help reduce impacts related
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to GHG emissions. Further, the General Plan contains policies and implementation
programs throughout the following Elements that aim to reduce GHG emissions that
contribute to climate change: Land Use and Community Design; Mobility; Conservation
and Open Space; and Parks, Recreation, and Community Health.

E15-29 The Agua Hedionda Creek wildlife corridor will be added to Figure 4-2 in the General
Plan and Figure 3.4-4 in the EIR. It should be noted that Agua Hedionda Creek wildlife
corridor is designated as Open Space in the General Plan, as shown on Figure 4-3 in the
Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan. By virtue of its Open Space
designation, development will not be allowed within this corridor. This area is part of the
San Marcos Highlands Specific Plan Area and appropriate mitigation measures form the
environmental documentation prepared for the Specific Plan are required to be
implemented to protect this area. Please refer to Response to Comment E15-14 for further
discussion of the San Marcos Highlands Specitic Plan.
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E15-30

E15-31

E15-32

E15-33

E15-34

E15-35

E15-36

E156-37

Since this document covers planning for SOI areas, the elements of the General Plan
should also cover these areas. Figure 4-2 does not show San Marcos creek that is on the
south side of Deer Springs Road or other crecks in the Twin Oaks Valley Planning Area.
Please add these features to the documents. Because the creek designator color is so pale it
does not have sufficient contrast against the background. It should be increased so that it is
casy for the public to sce, especially those who are vision impaired.

In Figure 4-3, Open Space Arcas in both General Plan and DEIR the areas designated
for General Plan Open Space Use do not show a connections to other open space areas set
aside for conservation by the County that are to the North west of the northern portion along
Agua Hedionda Creek. The County designated portions of the Sugarbush project for habifat
open space. There needs to be an east west corridor connection between the San Marcos
Mountains and the Mountain range that is just south of Buena Creek Road. Figure 4-3
should also show County Pre Approved Mitigation Areas (PAMA) for the North County
MSCP. (Attachment 6: PAMA map for the unincorporated areas near San Marcos)

Hlegal off-road vehicle can damage habitat and causc erosion in open space. An
example of this occurs on P Mountain shown on page 4-22 of the Conservation and Open
Space Element. We ask that a Goal of the Conservation And Open Space Element be:

“Work with Law Enforcement and the Community to eliminate damage to open space
areas and actively pursue illegal off road vehicle activity in parks and open space areas.”

Figure 4-3 doesn’t show any areas set-aside in the Twin Qaks Valley Planning Arca
for opens space use in the General Plan. If the City plans to one day annex thesc areas then it
should show both recreation and open space. Or, it should present alternative showing the
SOI rolled back to the existing City boundaries. This comment also applics to Figure 4.5,
Scenic Resources, It needs to be addressed to make elements of the General Plan comply
with Goal COS-1 on page 4-22 of the General Plan, ldentify, proteet, and enhance sipnificant
ecological and bivlogical resources within San Marcos and its adaptive Sphere of Influence.

Watershed and Water Quality Protection

Hoth the Generat Plan and DEIR do not evaluate the finings of the Agua Iledionda Creek
Watershed Management Plan. The study and associated Plan should be noted and considered
n this section of the San Marcos General Plan and DEIR.

I the implementation of the Santa Fe Hills project the City allowed the developer to take
runctl from strects and use Agua Hedionda Creek as o storm drain. How will 1ssues like this
be corrected so thaf the City can comply with water quahity policies? How will Goal COS-6

be implemented?

Please note in the General Plan and DEIR that the headwaters of Agua Hedionda Creek are
within the College Area Community Plan.

In Figure 4-9, 303 {d) Listed Watcr Bodics, please show impaired crecks and water bodics in
the SQI areas, and the areas that drain into these listed water bodies.
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E15-30

E15-31

E15-32

E15-33

E15-34

E15-35

Please refer to Response to Comment E15-7.
Please refer to Response to Comment E15-19.

The City has developed a sign program which implements signs adjacent to trailheads to
disclose the intent of the trail uses (i.e., walking, biking, equestrian) and deter illegal off
road vehicle activity on the City-maintained trails. This comment requires further
response from the City. This response will be provided by 1/17/2011 and will be included
in the final version of this Response to Comments Appendix.

As shown on Figure 4-2 of the General Plan, the land use designations in the Twin Oaks
Valley Neighborhood outside the corporate city limits (within the SOI) are mainly
agricultural/ residential, hillside residential. and rural residential. It is correct that none of
these land use designations in this portion of the SOI specifically designéte areas as open
space; however, these land use designations are extremely low density residential with
the density often dependent on slope. Please refer to Table 2-3 in the General Plan for a
description of the allowed uses in these land use designations. Figure 4-3 does illustrate
areas designated as open space along Agua Hedionda Creek within the area designated as
Specific Plan Area (SPA) (San Marcos Highlands Specific Plan). Upon development of
this SPA, this area will be required to be consistent with this open space designation.

Please see Response to Comment E8-3. This comment requires further response from the
City. This response will be provided by 1/17/2011 and will be included in the final
version of this Response to Comments Appendix.

The Santa Fe Hills project (Paloma TSM 302) implemented the regulatory requirements
associated with water quality that were required prior to and during the 2001 Municipal
Stormwater Permit. Only a small portion of the project, the northwestern most portion
drains to the Agua Hedionda Creek. Of this part, one phase, roughly 30 percent, did not
fall under the 2001 Municipal Permit requirements as it was constructed prior to the 2001
permit. The adjacent phase which is roughly 70 percent of the portion that drains to the
Agua Hedionda Creek implemented the required treatment train consisting of structural
water quality treatment controls to treat the 85th percentile of urban runoff prior to
leaving the site (19 curb inlet filters and one hydrodynamic separator). In addition, the
City of San Marcos Engineering requires that post flows do not exceed pre flows for both
phases of the project prior to outlet to any channel either natural or manmade.

The City currently adheres to all requirements for all projects identified as priority
development projects under the 2001 and 2007 Municipal Stormwater Permit and any
future municipal permit requirements will also be implemented through the City’s local
SUSMP as they have been since 2001.
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The City is implementing watershed wide policies through the Draft General Plan
through COS-6, COS7, COS 8, and COS 9. These clearly identify management planning
for all sub watersheds in the planning area. The City has already begun this process
through the Upper San Marcos Creek Watershed Management Plan.

E15-36 The Draft General Plan does not list the headwaters of every creek within the planning
area; rather, they are shown on Figures 4-1 and 4-2, as well as various other figures
throughout the General Plan. Table 3.9-1 in the EIR acknowledges that 773 acres of the
Agua Hedionda Creek Watershed fall within the College Area Neighborhood; this
includes portions of Agua Hedionda Creek.

E15-37 Figure 4-9 in the General Plan and Figure 3.9-1 in the Draft EIR show all currently
303(d) listed impaired water bodies in the SOI areas and the areas that drain to them.
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A
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these very important documents. Please feel
E15-38 | free to contact for any questions or if you need copies of any documents referenced in our

comments.
Sincercly,
Gil Jemmott, Vice Chair
Ce:
attachments
9
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E15-38 This comment provides closing remarks and no further response is necessary.

San Marcos General Plan EIR 193 January 2012
Response to Comments



E16 C s

STATE OF CALIFORNIA £ fﬁ;&
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH ~ Su W ¢
: STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT g
ENMURNDG BROWN JIL KEN ALEX
Diresttis

GOVERRUR

E16-1

Jamuary 5, 2012

RECEIVED

Cry of San Marcos JAN {1 2012
1 Civic Center rive

San Marcos, CA 72069-2918 ciTYy OF SAN MA RCOS
T PLANNING DIVISION

SCH# 2011071028

Dear Ganh Kolien;

The State Clearmphause subtnitted the sbove named Draft EIR fo selected state agencies for review. On
the enclased Documeni Details Repord pleage noie that the Clearinghonse has listed the sate agencies that
reviewed your decument. The review period closed on Jonuary 4, 2012, and the ¢omments from the
respanding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. I this comment puckage 1s not m onder, please notify the Staie
Clearingbouse smmediately. Please refer o the project’s ten-digil State Cleannghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respoad prompily

Please note that Section 24 Hdic) of the Calilonma Public Resvurces Code states that

A responsibie or otlier public ageney shall anly make substantive comments regarding those
actates iovoived in e project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported hy
speciiic docurmentaton.

These commems are forwarded for use n preparing your fingl environmentsl documerd. Should you nee
more information or clarification of the enclosed conmments, we recommend that vou comtact the
coneding agency direcily

Fhix letter acknowicdges that you have complied with the State Clearmghouse review requireents for
diaft environmenial docuiments. pursuant 1o the California Environmenial Qualiny Act, Please contact the
State Clagnnghowse w (916) 4450610 1f you bave any questions regarding the covaonmenie! review

provess

Scott Moigan
Duecios, Stte Clearinghouse

Enclosures
ce Resources Agency

1400 1th Srreer PO, Box 3044 Sacramento, Califorma 9357 3044
{9161 445-0613  FAX {9161 323-3018 WWW.UDELCE. ROV
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E16-1
(Cont.)

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2011071028
Project Title General Plan Update
Lead Agency San Marcos, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  The propossd project analyzed in this Draft Program EIR is the comprenensively updaled City of San

Marcos General Plan. The City's General Plan has nol been updated since 1888. The updated
program builds upon the vision eslablished in the City's existing Genaral Plan and responds to the
evolving needs and objectives of the community. The updated General Plan includes the seven siate
mandatory elements and one optional element: land usc and communily design; mobility; conservation
and open space; parks, recrcation, and community health: safety; noise; and housing. The Housing
Element is not being updated at this time. The Draft Program EIR analyzes impacts associated with
the implementation of the updated General Plan.

Name
Agericy
FPhone
emall
Address

Chty

County

City

Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Project Location

Lead Agency Contact

Garth Koller

City of San Marcos

(760) 744-1050 x3231 Fax (760) 531-4135
1 Civie Center Drive

San Marcos State CA  Zip 92069-2518

San Diego
San Marcos

338 31"NSAIT7 10 13" W

SR 78 (Nurdahl Read o Rancho Suniz Fe Road)

bks 182, 184, 217-224, 226, 228, 229, 679
Range

Section Base

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Project (ssues

Proximity to:

Hwy 78
MeCleltan-Palomar

NCTD ROW/BNSF

San Marcos Creek

SMUSD

Various Residential, commercial, indusirial, recreational, open space, and Specific Plan areas land

uses, designations, and zones.

Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Alr Quality; Archaeciogic-Historic; Biological Resources:;
Drainage/Absorption; Flood PlainfFlooding; Foresl Land/Fire Hazard; Goologic/Seismic; Minerals;
Noise: Population/Housing Balance: Publir Services; Recreation/Parks; Schoals/Universities; Septic
System; Sewer Capacity: Soil trosioniCompaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxc/l lazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegelalion; Waler Gualily, Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian: Growth inducing;
tanduse; Cumnulalive Effects; Other Issuss

Agencles

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation, Department of Fish and Game, Reglon 5; Oltwe of

tiistoric Preservation; Department of Porks and Recrastion: Office of Ermergency Management
Ageney, Galifornia: Caltrans, Division of Acionaulics, California Highway Patiol, Calirans, District 17,
Deapartmeant of Housing and Community Davelopment; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projecls,
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Reglon 8, Department of Tox ¢ Subsiances Control: Native
American Hertage Commission; Poblic Uliliies Commission

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufticient information provided by lead ageney.
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Z.

E16-1
{Cont.) Date Received  11/21/2011 Start of Review  11/21/2011 £nd of Review 01/04/2012
Note: Blanks in data fields result from insuficient information provided by lead agency.
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E16 Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit

El16-1 This letter acknowledges that the City of San Marcos has complied with State
Clearinghouse review requirements for the San Marcos General Plan Draft EIR. No

further response is required.
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DISTRICT 110 #ﬂi:‘ﬂ Acqs
4050 TAYLOR ST., MS 240 RLANNING GIVISION

SAN DIEGO. CA 92110

PHONE (519} 688-6960

Flex vour pover
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ITY 711

Janvary 10, 2012
11-8D-78

Mr. Garth Kollei

City of San Marcos
Planning Department

1 Civic Center Drive
San Marcos. CA 92069

RE: City of San Marcos “General Plan Update” Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Koller:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the City of San Marcos
“Ceneral Plan Update” Draft Program Envitonmental Impact Report. Caltrans has the following
comments:

+ The California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research states the following regarding
general law and policy voncerning the relationship between Regional Transportation Plans
(RTP) and General Plans (GP)

y  When preparing or revising a General Plan, cuies and counties should carefully
unalyze the implications of regional plovs for their planming area General Plans ure
required to include an analyyis of the extent fo which the General Plan's pulicies,

E17-1 standards. and proposals are consistent with regional plans.

The policies and plan proposals contained in the land use and circulation elements

saould reflect the RTP and Regional Transportation Impravemeni Program (RTIP).

(learly, transit standards, congestion management measures, proposed facilities, and

Iransporiation related funding may divectly affect land use patterns and eapital

improvements. Although there is vo explicit requirement thut the RTP and RTTP be

consistent with lucal general pluns, guod pracice dictates that cities end counties
showld address these regional goals. policies, and programs to the extent they are
relevant.

» The ¢ity should tooperate with Caltrans to implement necessary improvements at
intersections and interchanyes where the agencies have joint jurisdiction, as well as

E17-2

Caliruns unproves miohilaty verass Calrforivia®
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E17 Caltrans

E17-1 The General Plan is consistent with the RTP, as it references facilities and services
considered within the SANDAG RTP. Additionally, assumptions within the RTP are
reflected in the EIR assessment as the regional SANDAG travel demand forecasting
model was used for the assessment. As such, the General Plan is consistent and

supportive of regional planning efforts.

E17-2 Policy M-1.5 requires the City to coordinate with both SANDAG and Caltrans to
adequate plan and fund the regional transportation system. Additionally, the City collects
local funds for SR-78 improvements and currently coordinates with Caltrans on
improvements to intersections within the City.
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M. Garth Koller Q‘;,
January 10, 2012
Page 2

E{17-2 coordinate with Caltrans as development proceeds and funds become available to ensure that
(Cont.) the capacity of on/off ramps is adequate.

¢« Caltrans recognizes that there is a strong link between transportation and land use.
Development can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State transportation
facilities. In particular, the pattern of land use can atfect both total vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) and the number of trips per household. Therefore, Caltrans encourages local agencies
as part of their General Plan updates to work towards » safe, funetional, interconnected. muti-
modal sysiem integrated with land use planning that supports the concept of a local
E17-3 circulation system which is pedestrian, bicyele, and transit-friendly in order to enable
residents to choose alternatives maodes of transportation. Transit accommodations can be
accomplished through the provision of park and ride facilitics, bicycle access, signal
priontization for transit, o~ other enhancements, which can improve mobility and alleviate
traffic impacts to State Route (SR-78). Such proposed accommodations in Caltrans right-of-
way should be coordinated early with Caltrans staft | contact Chris Schmict, Caltrans
Transportation Planning, Public Transit Branch (619-220-7360).

SR-78 Corridor Study: The San Diego Association of Governmenis (SANDAG) and
Caltrans 2re currently working on the SR-78 Corridor Study for improving transportation and
land usc along the SR-78. The SANDAG project manager for the SR-78 Corridor Study is
Rachel Kennedy (619-699-5638), and the Caltrans project manager is Robin Owen (619-688-

2507).

E17-4

» SANDAG 2050 RT?: SANDAG has updated the RTP; the 2050 RTP has replaced the 2030
RTP. The 2050 RTP includes the addition of two Managed Lanes (ML) and Operation
Improvements (OPS) on SR-78 from I-5 to 1-15 to be built by 2020, With SANDAG's

E17-5 Sustainable Communities Strategy cfforts in the 2050 RTP Update, per Scnate Bill 375 (SB

375), Caltrans encourages the City to coordinate with SANDAG to address regional

strategies to reduce greentouse gases (GHG) and Vehicle Miles Travel (VMT),

« TheCalifornia Complete Strects Act of 2008: Beginning January 1, 2011, Assembly Bill
1358 requires that any substantive version of the circulation element of the general plan
includes planning for a balanced mulitimodal transporiation network that meets the nceds of

E17-6 all users of strects, roads, and highways in a manner thal is suitabie to the contexi of the

general plan. The Act defines all users as motorists. pedestrians, bicyclist, children, persons

with disabilities, sentors. movers of commercial goods, and users of public wansportation.

Caltrans supports Complete Streets polices and continues to implement our own Complete

Streets directive, DD-64-R1L.

Caltrang fmproves mobility aeross Calijoreio”
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E17-3

E17-4

E17-5

E17-6

The Mobility Element supports the described linkages, as discussed in the Transportation
Sustainability section of the element. As such, all policies, including the focus on
Complete Streets, are consistent with what is described in this comment. The City will
coordinate with Mr. Schmidt, as appropriate.

Comment noted. The City will coordinate with these individuals as part of this effort.

The City’s plan was developed with an effort to reduce use of the single occupant
vehicle. In addition, the land use plan reflects smart growth concepts and promotes a land
use pattern that enhances community connections. As such, the plans, goals, and policies
within the General Plan are generally consistent with the RTP and SCS. The City will
continue to work with SANDAG in their regional planning efforts.

The Mobility Element focuses on complete streets and the entire system is developed
around this concept. The City appreciates Caltrans desire to embrace this concept.
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A5.

Mr. Garth Koller
January 10, 2012
Page 3

« The cumulative project interscetion Level of Service [igure 3.16-9 for intersections 116 was

E17-7 mistakenly omitted from the report,
If you have any questions or rzquire further information, please contact Jose Marquez at (619)
688-3193 or email at jose.marguez{@idot.cag. gov
Sincerely
JACOB M. ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch
“Critrons improves mability goross California™
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E17-7 The diagram is presented below for your reference:

Reibe T Il;‘m“w- -ﬁ!mh- 3 "-ﬁ-"- &
4w Ed & ara ) A To O vl b ]
\ I =
b1
corlw [ ) ]
R b - - -
I e w3 lr iy Henlyp
A= 2wk — -
L :fﬂ A L - “\! ALY
Ak * L
e TS T === T -
a Rved ] L B W B T e A . Lo
Pretr-sr-g = Y -ham'z',. & e
4
shin i b b,
e s Hy | g I
ey vt Y3 -
=i i EIEE
| ftd 1 E
T e iy S T G v R TR e ey
. = e e o
z
D e
b e -~
) g Ay Ll [
x ™, - Alwd o A -
. L__f > - - ntr -:- \:“
’ ; % ] ki
{ sy — e nT
- - -w] A e A Srere 3 R &
[ o bn, s \ TR
% o |* ' -
i A N A g
Alwsa ot e e
. i -y
r“f} LESEND
BT At e e s

6 e

San Marcos General Plan EIR 203 January 2012

Response to Comments



RECEVED ; G,

Kiss, Lisa TORERN
From: Koller, Garth i SANE ACUS i
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2012 7:31 AM I pmmm'g DivisIonN

To: Kiss, Lisa; Kuey, Peter =

Ce: Backoff, Jerry; Brindley, Karen

Subject: FW: City of San Marcos "General Plan Update" Draft program Environmental Impact Report.
Attachments: SD_78_City_San Marcos_GP_EIR_01092012.pdf

Here it is, Peter please review, Lisa please forward to AEQM

From: Jose Marquez [mailto:jose marquez@dot.ca.gov

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2012 4:25 PM

To: Koller, Garth

Subject: Fw: City of San Marcos "General Plan Update" Draft program Environmental Impact Report.

Sorry Mr. Koller for the confusion, | meant to say City of San Marcos "General Plan Update® Draft program Envirenmental
Impact Report in the subject line of my previcus email

Dear Mr. Koller:

Please find below Caltrans' comment letter on the City of San Marcos "General Plan Update" Draft program
Environmental Impact Report.

You will receive briefly an original leiter by mail. Please {et me know if you have any questions or comments.

Regards,

Jose |. Marguez-Chavez
Associate Transportation Planner
Regional & System Planning
Caltrans District 11

Planning Division, MS-240

4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110

TEL (619) 688-3193

FAX (619) 688-2511

pt
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CITY OF SAN MARCOS
PLANNING DIVISION

January 5, 2012 Fie NUmber 3330300

Mr. Garth Koller, Principal Planner
Development Services Department
City of San Marcos

1 Civic Center Drive

San Marcos, CA 92069

Dear Mr. Koller

Comments on the Draft Program Envirornimental Impact Report for
the City of San Marces General Plan Update

SUBJECT:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program
Environmental impact Report (DPEIR) tor the City of San Marcos General Plan
Update. Our comments, which are based on policies included in the
Regiona! Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan
(2050 RTP), are submitted from a regional perspective, emphasizing the need
for land use and transportation coordination and implementation of smart

growth principles.

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) staff is recommending
the following comments be addressed and analyzed in the DPEIR. These are
outlined below:

Specific Comments

1. Correction on page 3.16-28, Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg, 2008) (58 375}
section: Flease remaove roference to Cal Poly Pomona and the
Sauthern California Association of Governments.

2. Correction on page 3.16-28, SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan
section: first bullet should read “Extension ot LRT to south Escondido.”

3. Comment on page 3.16-29. Congestion Management Program section:
The San Diego region opted out of the state Congestion Management
Program (CMP) in Qctober 2009 (Enclosure 1). Therefore, all references
to CMP facilities (State Route 78, San Marcos Blvd, and Rancho Santa
Fe Rd) and state CMP requiretnents should be removed from this
chapter (sections 3.16.2, 3.16.4, and 3.16.5).

Although the region opted out of the state CMP, the federal CMP s
still requirad. The requirements of the federal CMP are documented in
Technical Appendix 20 of the 2050 RTP (Enclosure 2) and should be
referenced/included in the DPFIR,

- E18-1

E18-2

E18-3

E18-4
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E18

E18-1

E18-2

E18-3

E18-4

SANDAG

This comment provides opening remarks and no further response is required.
Comment noted. These references are removed from the text as follows:

SB 375 has four key components. First, SB 375 requires regional GHG emissions targets.
CARB’s Regional Targets Advisory Committee will guide the adoption of targets to be
met by 2020 and 2035 for each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ) in the state.
For San Marcos, the MPO is the SANDAG (see below). These targets, which MPOs may
propose themselves, will be updated every 8 years in conjunction with the revision
schedule for housing and transportation elements.

Second, MPOs will be required to create a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that
provides a plan for meeting regional targets. The SCS and the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) must be consistent with each other, including action items and financing
decisions. If the SCS does not meet the regional target, the MPO must produce an
Alternative Planning Strategy that details an alternative plan to meet the target.

Third, SB 375 requires that regional housing elements and transportation plans (also
prepared by SANDAG as the MPO for San Diego) be synchronized on 8-year schedules.
In addition, Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation numbers must conform to
the SCS. If local jurisdictions are required to rezone land as a result of changes in the
housing element, rezoning must take place within three years.

This correction has been made in Section 3.16.2 under the heading SANDAG Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy.

When the EIR was prepared, neither the preparer nor the City were aware that the region
opted out of the CMP: As such, these references are no longer valid and will be removed
from the EIR. Please note that this will not change any of the findings within the EIR.

San Marcos General Plan EIR 2086 January 2012
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General Comments
Smart Growth Opportunity Areas

A key goal of the RCP is to focus growth in smart growth opportunity areas. There are a total of
eight Smart Growth Planning Area place types located within the City of San Marcos, and as you
know, SANDAG is in the process of updating the Smart Growth Concept Map. SANDAG staff is
working with all local jurisdictions to incorporate updated local land use inputs to reffect ongoing
general and specific plan changes. We appreciate the help we are receiving from your staff on these
updates,

Multimodal Transportation Analysis

The 2050 RTP sets forth a multimodal approach to meeting the region’s transportation needs. As
such, we recommend that the traffic analysis for the DPEIR strive to balance the needs of motorists,
transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The Regional Multimoadal Transportation Analysis, adopted
by the SANDAG Board on October 14, 2011, is another tool that may be used to enhance traffic
impact analysis of development projects where use by ftransit, bicycle, and/or pedestrians is
anticipated. This new tool is available online at www.sandag.org/igr.

We request that you coordinate the DPEIR's development with the 2050 RTP and its Sustainable
Communities Strategy as well as the recently approved Regional Housing Needs Assessment.

Transit and Highways

Please evaluate the consistency of the DPEIR and the City of San Marcos General Plan Update with
the 2050 RTP goals as they relate to specific transit projects.

Transportation Demand Management

Please consider developing a site-specific Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that
outlines your strateqy/s for providing and promoting transportation alternatives to driving alone
during peak periods, such as carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, telecommuting, and flexible work
hours for employees, to help mitigate regional transportation impacts. Carpooling and vanpooling
could be promoted by providing priority reserved and/or free parking for high-occupancy vehicles.
We recommend contacting the SANDAG iCommute team to explore TDM options.

Consult with North County Transit District (NCTD) and Caltrans

SANDAG advises the project applicant to consult with NCTD, the transit service providers within the
project area, and with Caltrans to coordinate planned transit and/or highway improvements.

Natural Environment

4 key RCP objective is to preserve and maintain natural areas in urban neighborhoods, such a3
canyons and creeks, and provide access for the enjoyment of the region’s residents. Please consider
this criteria if applicable to your project

E18-5

E18-6

E18-7

E18-8

E18-9

E18-10
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E18-5

E18-6

E18-7

E18-8

E18-9

The City appreciates the opportunity to continue to work with SANDAG in the updates to
the Smart Growth Concept Map.

The city appreciates mention of the new traffic impact analysis tool geared toward
development projects where transit, bicycle, and/or pedestrian use are anticipated. The
methodology was adopted after the NOP was released for this assessment and after the
technical assessment was completed for this EIR. However, the Mobility Element
supports multimodal LOS and has implemented performance standards for achieving
service levels based on Street Typologies. The City will investigate use of the SANDAG
tool as part of future development within the City. The City will continue to coordinate
with SANDAG and ensure that its plans are consistent with regional planning efforts.

The general plan incorporates the 2050 RTP improvements and is consistent with the
goals related to transit projects. Page 13-9 identifies RTP improvements and states that
the Mobility Element is consistent with the improvements.

Policies M3-1 through M3-9 all relate to TDM and decreasing the dependence on the

single-occupant vehicle.

Policies M1-5 and M3-7 both require the City to coordinate with SANDAG, Caltrans,
and NCTD on appropriate regional projects.

E18-10 The General Plans includes policies within the Conservation and Open Space Element to

preserve and maintain open space areas. including creeks and canyons. Please refer to
Policies COS-2.1 and COS-2.2 and Implementation Program COS 2-1.
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Other Considerations

Please consider the following State of California laws and Executive Order when developing the
DPEIR: Assembly Bill 32 (Nunez, 2006), SB 375 (Steinberg, 2008), SB 57 (Dutton, 2007), and
Executive Order 5-13-08, which call for analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, it is
suggested that consideration be given to the policies included in the SANDAG Regional Energy
Strategy that promote the reduction of energy demand and water consumption.

E18-11

We appreciate the opportunity to comment an the DPEIR for the City of San Marcos General Plan
Update. We encourage the City of San Marcos, where appropriate, to evaluate the General Plan
Update based on the following SANDAG publications: (1) Designing for Smart Growth, Creating
Great Places in the San Diego Region; (2) Planning and Designing for Pedestrians, Made!l Guidelines
for the San Diege Region: (3) Trip Generation for Smart Growth; and (4) Parking Strategies for E18-12
Smart Growth. These publications can be found on our Web site at www.sandag.orgfigr.

If you have any questions or concerns regarc E18-10 tter, please contact me at (619) 639-1943 or
sha@sandag.org.

Sincerely,

9. -
Guspn sk~
SUSAN BALDWIN
Senior Regional Planner

SBARSA/hoh
Enclosures:; 1. CMP SANDAG Board of Directors October 23, 2009, Agenda tem &

2. Technical Appendix 20 of the 2050 RTP
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E18-11 The Draft EIR does consider the identified California laws, Executive Order, and
SANDAG’s Regional Energy Strategy. Please refer to Sections 3.7 and 3.14 of the Draft
EIR.

E18-12 The City appreciates the provided comments and has included concepts from the
identified documents as appropriate throughout the General Plan.
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(SANDASY

BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGENDA ITEM NO. 09-10-6
OCTOBER 23, 2009 ACTION REQUESTED - INFORMATION
CONGESTION MANAGENMENT PROGRAM PRUOCESS File Number 3100400
introduction

SANDAG, as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA), is required by state law to prepare and
regularly update a Congestion Management Program (CMP) for the San Diego region. The fast CMP
update was adopted by SANDAG in November 2008. On May 8, 2008, the Board of Directors
directed staff to work with loca! jurisdictions that wished to prepare resolutions ejecting to opt out
of the state CMP, A majority of the jurisdictions representing a majority of the population have
adopted resolutions electing to be exempt from the state CMP. This informational report also was
presented at the Qctober 16, 2009, Transportation Committee meeting.

Discussion

The purposes of the CMP are to monitor the performance of the transportation systerm, develop
programs to address near-term and long-term congestion, and better integrate transportation and
land use planning. SANDAG staff evaluated options for future direction of the CMP and discussed
these options at multiple meetings of the CitieCounty Transportation Advisory Committes and the
Regional Planning Technical Working Greup. One option was to streamline the SANDAG CMp
process and the other was to opt out of the state CMP process. As previously stated, at its May 8,
2009, meeting, the Board of Directors discussed these options and voted to direct staff to work with
local jurisdictions that wished to prepare resolutions electing to opt out of the state CMP. E18-13

Assembly Bill (AB) 2418, passed in 1996, allows congestion management agencies to “opt out” of
the state CMP process. Section 6508B.3 of the California Government Code states “Thjs chapter does
nat apply in a county in which a majority of iocal governments, coflectively tomprised of the city
couricils and the county board of supervisors, which n total also represent a majority of the
population in the county, each adopt resolutions electing to be exempt from the cengestion
management program.” Over the past faw months 14 sut of the 19 local jurisdictions, representing
a majority of the population in 5an Diego County have adopted resolutions electing to be exempt
from the state CMP process The lotal jurisdictions that adopted resolutions include: Carlshad,
Chula Vista, El Cajon, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemori Grove, National City, Oceanside,
Poway, Gty of San Diego, County of 5an Diego, San Marcos, and Santee.

SANDAG will continue to meet the federal congestion management provisions through existing
SANDAG planning and performante monitoring activitles, such as the Reglonal Transportation Plan
(RTP) and other multimodal performance monltoring efforts. Federal congestion management -
provisions are more flexibie and utilize the RTP as the primary tool to provide solutions for
congestion. The RTP includes identification and evaluation of anticipated performance and
expected benefits of appropriate congestion management strategies (demand management,
operational improvements, transit improvements, systems management improvements, etc.),
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Additionally, appropriate analysis of multimodal strategies and alternatives for corridors is required
when an increase in single occupancy vehicle capacity is proposed. E18.13

Next Steps Cont.

SANDAG staff will notify the California Transportation Commission and State Controller of the
region’s decisicn 1o elect to be exempt from the state CMP.

GARY L. GALLEGOS
Executive Director

Key Staff Contact: Heather Werdick, (619) §99-6867, hwe@sandag.org

Funds are budgeted in Work Element #3100400
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E18-13 The City has read and acknowledges the submitted attachment. Please refer to Response
to Comment E18-4.
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Technical Appendix 20
SANDAG Federal Congestion Management Process

Appendix Contents

k1613 T szs a1 T TA 20-2

Background.....o..oocoveievie e TA 20-2

Regional Transportation System............. TA 20-2

Performance Monitoring.......ccueevvvvnenn, TA 20-2

E18-14 , "

Multimodal Alternatives and Non-Single

Occupancy Vehicle Analysis .....c.ccocvene TA 20-3

Land Use Impact Analysis.........oecvnnnn  TA 20-5

Congestion Management Toc's............... TA 20-5

RegionalfFederal Transportation

Improvement Program..........co.oovvev v, TA20-6
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E18-14
Cont.

TA20-2 m Technical Aopendiz 200 SANDAG Federal Congeston Management Process

introduction

Federal Highway Administration 23 CFR
450.320 requires that each transportation
management area {TMA) address congestion
managernent through a process involving an
analysis of multimodal metrapolitan wide
strategies that are cooperatively developed 1o
faster safety ang ntegraled management of
new and existing transporiztion facilites
elgible for federal fundirg. The requirements
specifically state that “in 1i/iAs designated as
rionattainment for ozone of carhon
maonoxide, the congestion managemeni
process shall provide an appropmale analysis
of reasonable (including multimodai} travel
demand reduction and operational
management strateqies for the corridor n
which a projeci that will result in a significant
increase in capacity for single occupancy
velicles (SOWV) is proposed o be aovericed
with Federal funds.” Additonally the
guidelines state that “federal funds may not
be programmed for any project that ve!l result
in a significant increase in the cerrying
capacity for SOVs (i.e., @ new general puipose
highway an a new Incation or adding generai
purpose lanas, with the exceplion of safely
improvements or the eliminatior of
bottienecks), uniless the proect 5 addressed
through g congestion maragament process
meeting the requiremants of this section.”

SANDAG was desynated as the TMA lor the
San Dingo region The 70580 KTP meets the
requiremerits of 23 CFR 450.320 by
incorporating the follawing faderal
CORGEsLion Managemer.i process;
performance monitoring anag measurament of
the iegional tansporlation system,
mrdtinodal allernatives and non-SOV analysis,
land use impact analyss, the provision o
cangesiion maragement too's, and
integration with the regioral transportation
improvemant program {RTIF) process,

2050 Regional Transportation Plan

Background

California State Propositen 111, passed by
voters in 1980, established a requirement that
urbanized areas prepare and regularly update
a Congestion Management Program (CMP).
The requirements within the State CMP were
developed to moritor the performance of the
transportation system, develap programs to
address near-term and long-term congestion,
and belter integrate trarsponation and land
use planning. SANDAG provided ragular
updates for the State CMP irom 1937
through 2C08. In October 2003, the San
Diego region eiected to be exempt from (he
State CMP and. since this decision, SANDAG
ras bren abiding by 23 CFR 450,320 1
ensure the region’s continued comphance
with the Federa' congestion maragement
process

Regional Transpartation System

The 2050 Regiona! Transportation Plan
(2050 RTP} includes a regional transportation
system of nighways, regional tansit service,
and reaional arterials. Chapier G af the

2050 RTP provides a comprehensive overview
of the components of systems development
far the regional transportation netwoik
including the regional tranzit stratecy, Hexitle
toadway system, goods movement strateny,
aviation and ground access, actve
transportation, snd plannierg acrow borders
components,

Performance Monitoring

The 2050 R7F inchudes a variety ol strategics
tu enhance regional ransporiaton systems
reanagerment including mollimodal trathe
management techinigues, as wel as new
techrigues related 1o buth improving
perdormance montoring, and infarmaton and
services to regionai transportation systems
users. Chapter 7 of the 2050 RTP provides a
Comprenensve averview of systems
maragement techniques including

San Marcos General Plan EIR 215
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E18-14
Cont.

perfermance monitoring. Performance
monitoring reports include the State of
Commute Report, Regional Comprehensive
Plan (RCP) Monitoring Report, the Transiot
independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee
(ITOC) Quarierly Corrider Performance Report,
as well as the Coordinated Public Transit -
Human Services Transportation Plan
{Coordirated Plany Quarterly Transit
Perfurmarce Monitering Report.

The State of the Commute, RCP Monitoring,
ard 11OC Quarterly Corndor Performance
repors ‘nciude and are not limited to
monitoring:

= Freeway miles traveled per person during
weekdays

= Percent of roadways traveled (freeways
versus local roads) versus totat lane miles
(l:eeways versus local roads)

®  Regiona! travel by transit
& Tota transit, rail, and bus ridership

% San Diego regional annual transit
boardings

5 Transit use in well served areas
= Regional commute mode shares
= Drive alone mode share

B Alernative Transportation Mode share
(carpoolivanpool, public transit, walk, bike,
telework, other)

® Autoand transit passenger travel times
arid ravel volumes it key corridors

*  Arnual hours of traffic delay per traveler

= Annual peak period defay during
weekands

San Marcos General Plan EIR
Response to Comments

8 Regional bottlenecks determined by
annual freeway delay {vehicie hours) per
lane mile

= Delay by freeway during commute periads

& Annual freeway delay by major corridor
per traveler {estimatew)

The State of the Commute Report is updated
annually, while the RCP Monitoring Report is
updated biennially.

The Quarterly Transit Performance Monitoring
Report includes monitoring the efficiency and
productivity of transit operating services by
service type. These indicators include:

®  QOperating cost per passenger

= Qperating cost per revenue hour
#  Passengers per revenue hour

® Passengers per revenue mile

" Reverue hours per employee

®  Farebox recovery rate

The Coordinated Plan also includes annual
transit performance indicarars by service route
for both the Metropolitar Transit System
(MTS) and North County Transit District
{NCTD). This pian is updated arnually,

Multimoda! Alternatives and
Non-Single Occupancy
Vehicle Analysis

SANDAG incarporates multimodal alterrative
and non-50V aralysis throughout all levels of
planring and/for programning for
trarspartation project improvements. These
forms of analysis are incorporated whethor
the project improvement relates to an S50V or
non-S0V capacity increasing improvement
The three primary arcas of project
development invalved i this analysis include

SANDAG 2050 Regional iransportaton Pss B TATO 3
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Cont.

regionwide study analysis thraugh the RTP
and RTIP, corridor study analysis, and local
ievel analysis.

Regionwide Study Analysis

The RTP serves as the fong-range
transportation plan for the San Diego regicn.
Updated every four years, the RTF
incarparates recommendations from various
corridor studies, transit studies, and project
study reports. All projects. servicas, and
programe are evaluated and prioritized for
future funding. The RTP also ncludes
regionwide and corridor level performance
indicators that are reflective of a multimodal
approach and inform the development and
management of the most aifective long-tarm
transporiation system, as well as demang
management stratagies far minimjzang and/or
manap ng anticipated congesuon. Technicat
Appenchces 3 ard 4 provide a comprehensve
oveniew of the development of the 2053 RTF
transportation project evaluation citeria and
plan parformance measures and
methodologies,

The RTIP serves as the short-term
programming docurment that imalarents the
RTP, and includes nrojects funded with
federal, state, and local transportation
funding, Thewe projects irdude regionatly
significant capacily increasing projects (as
dentifad in the RTP), minor projects,
malintenance and operations proects and
other exempt projects For the regionally
sigmificant capacdy increasing projects
including SOV capacity increasing projects,
{he RTIP tefies on the process implemernied
through the RIP for the coordination and
consultaton involved in developing ard
establivhing the congestion management
stratagias. The projects included in the RTIP
are the ena result of implementing tho
pracess established in the RTP

Corridor Study Analysis

Corridor studies incorporate R1P long-range
multimodal transpartation projects incfuding
operational improvements, highway capacity
increasing improvements, transit senvice
improvements, aclve iransportation, and
transportation demand management (TDM}
and transnortation systems mapagement
(TSM), elc. Coirudor studies allow for
opportunities to highlight the need for
additional transportation improvements
ardror the future planning cevelupment ot
orajects a5 related to the KTP. Examples of
recent SANDAC corndor studiss inciude:

R =15 Managed Lanes Study
= -5 South Multimeda! Comdor Study
® SR 78 Coridor Stuny

Other corndor stumies incude lansporiation
concept summaries {TCS) and project stucy
reporis (PSR) veveloped by Caltrans and
Coftidor system management plans (CSMP)
jomnty developed vy Calfrans ond SANDAG.,
The development of P3RS mforms the
development of RTP priorities and R1§
programming. Ay highway projects are further
developed through the enviormaenial phase,
viable multimodal alternatives are aralyreo
along with capatily enhancing alternatives,

Local Level Analysis

Local jurisdiction orojects that recaive federa)
Tunds {0 develop capaciy increasing
Immrovemants are requ red Lo provide
sutticiont documentation thet ar anpoonate
mulimodal aliernative and non-SQV analysis
rias been pecformed. This analysis is recuired
{0 be compleied prior to submitting a project
for inclusior wathin the RTIP,

TA20-2Z B Technical Appendix 20; SANDAG Fecaral Congestion Management Process
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Land Use Impact Analysis

Regional Models

The 2050 RTP includes the 2050 Regional
Growth Forecast which is based on land use
inputs gathered from the region's 18
incorporated cities and the County. These
inputs include current adopted general and
community plans, the County's Referral Map
draft land use plan of 2009 with adjustments
to reflect habitat constraints, and draft
general plan updates, as provided by the local
fand use authority. In many cases jurisdictions
are moving forward with Smart Growth
principles as outlined in the Regional
Comprehensive Plan (RCF). SANDAG uses
four models in its forecasts: (1) the
Demographic and Economic Forecasting
Model (DEFM), (2) the Interregional Commute
Maodel (IRCM), (3) the Urban Development
Model (UDM) and (4) the Transportation
Forecasting Model. The 2050 RTP Technical
Appendix 15 provides additional information
specifically related to the SANDAG
transportation modeling process.

Intergovernmental Review

Per state law, SANDAG has the authority to
determine whether a project or plan will need
to be reviewed for regional significance,
SANDAG staff reviews projects and
determines if they are regionally significant
based on the amount of traffic generated and
other regionally significant issues, If
significant, environmental review of projects
should include consideration of applicable
policy objectives contained in the RCP and
2050 RTP.

For projects considered to have significant
impacts, SANDAG staff provides comments
from a regional perspective that emphasize
the need for land use and transportation
coordination and are based on policies
contained in the RCP and the 2050 RTP. In
addition to the RCP and 2050 RTP, SANDAG

provides resources for the evaluation of
projects including: :

= San Diego Region Aggregate Supply Study

B Designing for Smart Growth, Creating
Great Places in the San Diego Region

® Planning and Designing for Pedestrians,
Model Guidelines for the San Diego
Regicn

= Trip Generation for Smart Growth
" Parking Strategies for Smart Growth
* Regional Multimodal Analysis Study

Congestion Management Tools

The 2050 RTP provides a variety of congestion
management tools. Many of these tools and
strategies are included within Chapters 6, 7,
and 8 of the 2050 RTP. In addition to the
2050 RTP, the RCP provides incentives and
assistance to local member agencies to
encourage smart growth development in the
areas identified on the Smart Growth Concept
Map. The SANDAG “Smart Growth Tool Box”
includes both planning and financial tools.

Systems Development Measures

®  Improvements ta the current system that
will improve the convenience and travel
speed of bus and rail services

#  |mplementation of new transit services
that will improve transit in more areas and
offer new service types designed to attract
new riders to transit

® Enhancing the transit customer experience
to make transit easier, safer, and more
enjoyabie to use

#  Continue to develop and enhance active
transportation through bicycle and

SANDAG 2050 Regicnal Transportation Plan @ WTA 20-5
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pedestrian facilities and bike lockers, and
implementation of Regional Bicycle Plan

# Continue to develop and enharce safe
routes to schools plans and strategies

TSM Measures

" Multimodal integration and performance
based managerment induding performance
monitering and real time
modeling/imulation

®  Travelar information
& Anenal management
= Freeway management

R Transit management - bus and linht rall
inclitling regional scheduling system (RSS),
reg:onal iransil management system

E18-14 (RTMS), positive train cantrel (PTC), and

Cont. centralized train control (CTC)

#  Electranic payment services inchuding
Compass Card, Fasirak® Open Road
Talling, and smart parking systems

& Advanced technologies including wireless
detection, real time multimodal modeling
ard simulation, etc.

TOM Measures
» iCommute - the regional TDM program

= TDM strategy ~ outreach, education, and
finarcial incentives

# TDM programs including regional vanpool,
carpool, buspool, schooi services
{SchoolPool), telework and alternative
waork schedules, and bicycle
encouragement programs, and multimodal
solutions includirg first- and last-mile
solutions, Compass Card integratian, and
511 advanced traveler information services

2 New directions including cerridor approach
and construction mitigation

= Performance monitoring

RCP Implementation Measures
¥ Qutreach program

& Smart Growth Cnacept Map
B Visuauzation tools and photo 'brary
® Smiart growth fesign guiceinss

& Smart growth tr p generation/pdrking
study

= Research on cornactions between public
heahin, lapd use, and transpot laion

& Planring and desianing for pedestians

= TronsNet Smart Growth incentive Program
{SGIP}

" TDA/TransNet Bicycle, Pedestrian, and
Neighborhood Safety Program

Regional/Federal
Transportation Improvement
Program

The Regional/Federal Transportat'on
Improvement Program (RA-THF) is a muli-
billion dollar, five-year program of major
highway, transit, arteral, and nonrotorized
projects funded by federal, state, Transiet
local sales tax, and other loca’ and private
funding.

The RTIP serves as a prioritized program
designed to implement the region’s overa'l
strategy for providing mobifity and improving
the efficiency and safety of the transportation
system, while reducing transporiation related
air pollution in support of efforts to attain
federal and state air quality siandards for the
region.
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Cont.

Chapters 2 and 3 in the 2010 RTIP provide a
description of the development process,
including federal, state, and TransNet
transporiation programming requirements
and the detailed listings of projects. All local
agency SCV capacity increasing projects
seeking or that is eligible for federal funds are
required 1o perform a multimodal alternative
and non-SOV analysis prior to submitting SQV
capacity increasing projects for inclusion in
the R1IP. The multimodal alternative and non-
SOV analysis must document an SOV capacity
increasing project assessment that has
considered the components within the
congestion management tools section of the
SANDAG Federa! Congestion Management
Process:

= Systems development measures
2 TSM measures

" TDM measures

#  RCP implementation measures

Each zgency i required to assess whether the
project bas been evaluated for non-SOV
capacity improverments. Agency
documentation should be provided to
SANDAG when submitting the project for
inciusion in the RTIP.
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E18-14 The City has read and acknowledges the submitted attachment. Please refer to Response
to Comment E18-4.
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